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DETAILED ACTION 

In response to the amendment and request for reconsideration filed 12/07/2005, claims 37-53 and newly 
added claims 54-56 are pending. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 12/07/2005 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 

forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are 
applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are 
summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 
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1. Claims 37-53 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brandt et al 
(US 2002/0130895 A1) in view of Jawahar et al (US 6256620 B1). Brandt teaches a method for providing 
help/support information to user including the steps of: passing a navigation event (the help signal 
paragraph 29) from a first frame (web page) originating from a first domain (the web file) to a second 
frame (the help window, paragraph 13) originating from a second domain (the instructions in the computer 
memory), see paragraphs 36 and 37; determining the present navigation location within the first frame 
using the navigation event and initiating an automated help session in the second frame, the automated 
help session corresponding to the determined present navigation location (paragraph 31), as in claims 37 
and 45.. Collecting data from the first fame that was collect from the user in the first frame and passing 
the received information to the second frame (claims 39, 42, 47 and 50) is shown in the tracking of the 
user actions in the web page, see paragraph 45. The web page of Brandt is by definition a content frame, 
as per claims 40 and 48. Brandt et teaches receiving a user request for help (claim 36), see Figure 3, 
element 34. 

Brandt fails to specifically teach: displaying the first frame and the second frame in a single web 
page at the user computer (claims 37, 45 and 53); or that the browser is subject to the consistent page 
domain security requirement (claim 53); initiation a live help session and passing the data from the 
automated help session to the live help session (claims 38 and 46); passing a command from the 
automated support session to the first frame (claims 41 and 49); receiving data that was collected in the 
live help session and passing the data to the first frame (claims 43 and 51); receiving data collected from 
the user in the second frame and passing the data to the live help session (claims 44 and 52); and that 
the user's computer, first Internet domain, and second Internet domain are separate (claim 53 and newly 
added to claims 37 and 45). 

Jawahar et al teaches on online system for providing live support to an end-user. The system 
teaches collecting all interaction of a user on a web page (content frame) and passing this information to 
the live support session in at least col. 12: 65 - col. 13:23. These features are substantially similar to the 
data collection and passing steps not taught by Brandt. The ability for the help session to send 
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information to the user's computer, i.e. passing information from the help session to the content frame, is 
shown in col. 7: 37-40. The Jawahar et al system monitors all user interactions, which in the combination 
of the inventions, includes those interactions made with the automated help system of Brandt et al. 
Separation of each of the various features of Jawahar is taught in at least Figure 2. The use of multiple 
frames within a web-browser, including one indicating the help session and the other representing the 
browser location is shown in at least col. 12: 21-64. Jawahar also teaches the use of either the Netscape 
or Internet Explore browser (see col. 6: 8-21), both of which are known to operate under the consistent 
page domain security when implemented in a Windows environment. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to implement the live help session features of Jawahar et al with the automated 
help system of Brandt et al so as to implement a convenient means for a user encountering difficulties 
with a web page to contact a live representative to gain assistance (Jawahar et al, background). 

Regarding the newly added limitations of claims 37, 45 and 53, Brandt fails to explicitly teach 
that the automated agent monitors one or both of (i) a plurality of subsequent navigation locations of the 
end-user within the first frame or (ii) a plurality of subsequent navigation events initiated by the endOuser 
within the first frame, wherein the act of monitoring comprises passing the above information to the 
second frame (automated agent). Jawahar et al teaches a monitoring program which monitors all actions 
of a user as they browse a website, see col. 13: 9+. This function is used when the invention of Jawahar 
determines whether to offer the user "help". The information monitored is sent to the live help system of 
Jawahar et al. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the monitoring 
software of Jawahar et al within the automated support system of Brandt et al so as to allow the system to 
monitor all actions of the user up to and including the specific request for help and allow the system to 
determine where users where having the most difficulties in navigating a website. 

2. Claims 54 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brandt et al 
(US 2002/0130895 A1) in view of Jawahar et al (US 6256620 B1), as applied to claims 37 and 38 above, 
and further in view of Sullivan et al (US 6694314). Brandt et al and Jawahar et al teach all features of the 
invention as shown above but fail to specifically teach: gathering help data associated with the live help 
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session, updating a knowledge database with the help data, and using the help data from the updated 
knowledge database in a subsequent automated help session to provide assistance to the end-user 
(claim 54); or masking either a first or second address to create the appearance that the first and second 
address are the same address (claim 55). Sullivan et al teaches a user support system in which the user 
may receive both automated support and live support. Sullivan teaches keeping a database of help 
provided to a user, and using this database to further enhance the automated help systems in col. 3: 39- 
51 and col. 13: 3-28. The masking features are described in col. 7: 31-44. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the features of Sullivan with those of Brandt et al and Sullivan 
so as to provide a more efficient automated help system, in which users were less frequently required to 
seek live-help. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 12/09/2005 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Upon full reconsideration of the amendments and the prior art the examiner has determined that 
Jawahar et al teaches and reasonably suggests the newly added features of claims 37, 45, and 
53. An explanation of such is found in the above rejection of the claims. Regarding applicant's 
arguments starting on page 9, second full paragraph of the response. The applicant argues that 
Brandt et al teaches away from the combination. This argument is supported by the assertion 
that by alerting the content of a frame the content of the web page is also altered. Applicant sites 
Brandt et al, paragraph 9 for a showing that Brandt et al intentional uses a secondary web page 
so as to not replace the original content of the webpage. A frame is defined as: "A rectangular 
section of the page displayed by a Web browser that is a separate HTML-document from the rest 
of the page. Web pages can have multiple frames, each of which is a separate document." 
(Microsoft Computer Dictionary, Fifth Edition) The intent of the Brandt et al system is to ensure 
that the user does not loose the page they were viewing when they requested help, see 
paragraph 7. By implementing the help feature disclosed by Brandt et al to separate frames 
within the same web page (as shown by Jawahar et al) the user is able to view the contents of 
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both web pages simultaneously. Given this and the inherent benefits of framed systems, the 
examiner maintains the rejections and asserts that Brandt et al does not teach away from the 
combination as presented above. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Kathleen Mosser whose telephone number is (571) 272-4435. The examiner can normally 
be reached on M-F 8:00-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Monica Carter can be reached on (571) 272-4475. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
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